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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-27 have been presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 9 recites the limitation "the analog demultiplexer." There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. For examination purposes, the above statement has been 
interpreted as "an analog demultiplexer." 

4. Claim 13 recites the limitation "the at least one critical circuit." There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For examination purposes, the above statement 
has been interpreted as "at least one critical circuit." 

5. Claim 21 recites the limitation "the demultiplexer." There is insufficient antecedent basis 
for this limitation in the claim. For examination purposes, the above statement has been 
interpreted as "a demuhiplexer." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. PatentabiUty shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-3, 13-15, 25 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Patino et al [Patino] US Pat No 5184059 in view of Fernandez et al [Fernandez] US Pat No 
5637413. 
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Referring to claim 1, Patino teaches the invention substantially including: 



a. 



a battery voltage pin [22 and 26 fig. 1]. 



b. 



a battery controller connected to the battery voltage pin [38 fig. 1]. 



c. 



a memory for storing a charging algorithm and a charging methodology 



associated with a battery connectable to the battery voltage pin [col. 3 lines 10-25 and 
col. 4 lines 32-40]. 

Although Patino teaches the battery voltage pin, controller and the memory above, Patino 
does not explicitly teach a critical circuit selectively connected to the battery voltage pin. 
Fernandez explicitly teaches a critical circuit selectively connected to a battery voltage pin [col. 
1 lines 60-65]. The charger is interpreted as a critical circuit since it provides the critical 
function of charging the battery. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to include the teachings of Fernandez into the Patino system because it 
would allow the Patino system to protect batteries from over- voltage and thus protecting them 
from damage resulting fi*om over- voltage. 

9. Referring to claim 2, the battery controller in the Patino-Femandez system controls the 
battery charger because the charging algorithm defines how the charger should charge the battery 
and the charging algorithms are stored within the battery controller. 

10, Referring to claim 3, Fernandez teaches that the voltage detector is connected to the 
output of the charger, which is interpreted as a voltage source pin, and that the voltage detector 
selectively disconnects the battery voltage pin fi*omthe critical circuit [figure and col. 1 Hnes 61- 



65]. 
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11. Referring to claim 13, this is rejected on the on the same basis as set forth hereinabove. 
Patino and Fernandez teach the system and therefore teach the method performed by the system. 
In addition, Patino expHcitly teaches that the memory can comprise of "any appropriate memory 
source known in the art" [col. 4 lines 32-36]. It is therefore interpreted that the memory source 
could comprise a battery backed volatile memory because not only is it well known in the art, but 
it will retain its contents as required in the Patino system. 

12. Referring to claims 14 and 15, these are rejected on the same basis as set forth 
hereinabove. Patino and Fernandez teach the system and therefore teach the method performed 
by the system. 

13. Referring to claim 25 and 27, these are rejected on the same basis as set forth 
hereinabove. Patino and Fernandez teach the system and therefore teach the method performed 
by the system. 

14. Claims 4 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Patino 
and Fernandez as appUed to claims 1-3, 13-15, 25 and 27 above, and further in view of Sahai et 
al [Sahai] US Pat No 5698971. 

1 5. Referring to claim 4, although Patino and Fernandez teach the battery controller above, it 
is not explicitly taught that the battery controller further includes end of life circuitry. Sahai 
explicitly teaches a need for end of life circuitry [abstract]. It would have been obvious to 
include the end of life circuitry taught by Sahai into the battery controller taught in the Patino- 
Fernandez system because it would allow an end of life condition associated with a battery to be 
recognized in order to allow a user to replace the old battery with a new one. 
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16. Referring to claim 16, this is rejected on the same basis as set forth hereinabove. Patino, 
Fernandez and Sahai teach the system and therefore teach the method performed by the system. 

17. Claims 5, 17 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Patino and Fernandez as applied to claims 1-3, 13-15, 25 and 27 above, and further in view of 
Schwartz et al [Schwartz] US Pat No 6157167. 

18. Referring to claim 5, although Patino and Fernandez teach that the battery controller 
comprises a memory which stores charging algorithms for many different types of batteries, it I 
is not explicitly taught that the battery controller is programmable. Schwartz expUcitly teaches 
updating charging algorithms [abstract]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to make the battery controller programmable because it would 
allow the controller to update its charging algorithms to accommodate any rechargeable battery 
as taught by Schwartz. 

19. Referring to claim 17, this is rejected on the same basis as set forth hereinabove. Patino, 
Fernandez and Schwartz teach the system and therefore teach the method performed by the 
system. 

20. Referring to claim 26, this is rejected on the same basis as set forth hereinabove. Patino, 
Fernandez and Schwartz teach the system and therefore teach the method performed by the 
system. 
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21. Claims 6-8, 10 and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Patino and Fernandez as applied to claims 1-3, 13-15, 25 and 27 above, and further in view of 
Townsley et al [Townsley] US Pat No 5666006. 

22. Referring to claim 6, although the Patino-Femandez system teaches a first battery vohage 
pin and the battery controller and critical circuit, Patino and Fernandez and do not explicitly 
teach a second battery voltage pin or that the battery controller and critical circuit are selectively 
connected to one of the first and second battery voltage pins. Townsley explicitly teaches a 
system which comprise two battery voltage pins [fig. 4]. In addition Townsley further teaches 
charging batteries with different technologies simultaneously via a sequential (staggered) 
charging scheme [col 3 line 64-col. 4 line 9 and col. 5 lines 18-23]. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to include the teachings of Townsley into the Patino-Fernandez 
system because it would enable the system to charge multiple batteries with different 
technologies. Because the Patino-Femandez system comprises only a single charger (critical 
circuit included in the battery controller), it is obvious that the Patino-Femandez-Townsley 
system would selectively connect the battery controller and critical circuit to only the battery 
currently being charged in order to prevent any damage to the other battery due to an non- 
compatible charging algorithm. 

23. Referring to claims 7 and 8, because the Patino-Femandez-Townsley system selectively 
connects the battery controller and critical circuit to one of the battery voltage pins, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to make this connection through the use of 
either a multiplexer (MUX) or demultiplexer (DEMUX) because it is well known that MUX's 
and DEMUX's establish a connection between a common port and a plurality of other ports 
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wherein the battery controller and critical circuit would be connected to the common port and the 
first and second battery voltage pins would be connected to the plurality of other ports. 

24. Referring to claim 10, Fernandez teaches that the voltage detector is connected to the 
output of the charger, which is interpreted as a voltage source pin, and that the voltage detector 
selectively disconnects the battery voltage pin from the critical circuit [figure and col 1 lines 61- 
65]. 

25. Referring to claim 1 8, although the Patino-Femandez-Townsley system teaches the first 
and second battery voltage pins and that the battery controller and critical circuit are selectively 
connected to the voltage pins and a memory for storing charging algorithms, it is not expUcitly 
taught that a first algorithm is for charging a first battery connected to a first battery voltage pin 
and a second algorithm is for charging a second battery connected to a second battery voltage 
pin. As stated above, Townsley teaches charging batteries with different technologies 
simultaneously via a sequential (staggered) charging scheme [col. 3 line 64-col. 4 line 9 and col. 
5 lines 18-23], Because the charging scheme is staggered and the batteries can be of different 
technology, the charging algorithm for the first battery would not be the same for the second 
battery. In summary, the Patino-Femandez-Townsley system executes a first charging algorithm 
which is compatible with a first battery connected to the first battery voltage pin then switch over 
and execute a second charging algorithm which is compatible with a second battery connected to 
a second battery voltage pin. 

26. Referring to claims 19 and 20, these are rejected on the same basis as set forth 
hereinabove. 
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27. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Patino, 
Fernandez and Townsley as applied to claims 1-3, 6-8, 10, 13-15, 18-20, 25 and 27 above, and 
ftirther in view of Sahai et al [Sahai] US Pat No 5698971. 

28. Referring to claim 11, although Patino and Fernandez teach the battery controller above, 
it is not explicitly taught that the battery controller further includes end of life circuitry. Sahai 
explicitly teaches a need for end of hfe circuitry [abstract]. It would have been obvious to 
include the end of life circuitry taught by Sahai into the battery controller taught in the Patino- 
Fernandez-Townsley system because it would allow an end of Hfe condition associated with a 
battery to be recognized in order to allow a user to replace the old battery with a new one. 

29. Claims 12 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Patino, 
Fernandez and Townsley as apphed to claims 1-3, 6-8, 10, 13-15, 18-20, 25 and 27 above, and 
ftirther in view of Schwartz et al [Schwartz] US Pat No 6157167. 

30. Referring to claim 12, although Patino, Femandez and Townsley teach that the battery 
controller comprises a memory which stores charging algorithms for many different types of 
batteries, it I is not explicitly taught that the battery controller is programmable. Schwartz 
explicitly teaches updating charging algorithms [abstract]. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to make the battery controller programmable 
because it would allow the controller to update its charging algorithms to accommodate any 
rechargeable battery as taught by Schwartz, 

3 1 . Referring to claim 24, this is rejected on the same basis as set forth hereinabove. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
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32. Claims 9 and 21-23 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the reject ion(s) under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 



33. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mark Connolly whose telephone number is (571) 272-3666. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8AM-5PM (except every first Friday). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas C Lee can be reached on (571) 272-3667. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained fi-om the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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